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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT – APPENDIX B 
This appendix contains the public comments received by the Forest Service during the 
official 30-day comment period on the Draft Research-Rochford Environmental 
Assessment.  The comment period began on March 24, 2004, and ended on April 23, 
2004.  Forest Service responses follow the comments.    
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RESPONSE TO NATIVE ECOSYSTEMS COMMENTS   

NEC 1.   Forest-wide wildlife monitoring is addressed in the BHNF 2002 Monitoring and 
Five-Year-Evaluation Report (USDA 2004a).  Additional monitoring is accomplished for 
each project as identified in individual project files.  The monitoring for the Research-
Rochford project is identified in Appendix A of the EA. 

NEC 2.  The habitat requirements for MIS and sensitive species are identified in Section 
3.3.1 of the EA.  Further discussion is available in the wildlife specialist’s report and the 
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation (BE).  Direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts on wildlife are also analyzed in these documents. 

NEC 3.  “Conservation strategies” are developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
for Federally listed threatened and endangered species.  “Conservation strategies” are 
not necessarily developed for USFS Region 2 sensitive species and/or MIS species.  
Project level strategies to conserve these species are an inherent part of project specific 
mitigation and design criteria.  Overall Forest-wide strategies for management of 
sensitive species and MIS species are available in the Revised Forest Plan and Phase I 
amendment. 

NEC 4. The goshawk analysis in the EA is based on prior analysis accomplished for the 
Revised Forest Plan and Phase I Amendment.  The Phase I Amendment BA/BE 
determined that following established standards and guidelines would maintain 
viability across the Forest.  All proposed treatments in the Project Area comply with 
Phase I Amendment standards and guidelines established to protect viability of the 
goshawk.  No significant cumulative effects were identified in the Phase I Amendment 
or the EA for this project.  

NEC 5.  A snag inventory was not necessary to complete the snag analysis for this 
project.  Analysis of effects on snag habitat in Section 3.3.1 of the EA indicates that all 
alternatives would comply with Revised Forest Plan and Phase I Amendment direction.  

NEC 6.  See response to NEC 5 above.  No significant effects were identified in the Phase 
I Amendment or the EA for this project.  As stated in the EA, The Project Area was 
analyzed assuming that existing snag density does not meet Revised Forest Plan 
direction.  Revised Forest Plan standard 2302 requires that in watersheds not meeting 
hard snag direction, all vegetation management projects will be designed to move hard 
snag densities toward this objective.  Proposals move hard snag densities toward the 
objective by restricting snag cutting, by thinning stands to develop larger trees in the 
future, and by retaining an average of 5 trees per acre in overstory removal treatments to 
provide for large snag recruitment. 

NEC 7.  Snag management objectives identified in the EA are in compliance with 
Revised Forest Plan and Phase I Amendment direction.    

NEC 8.  As identified in NEC 6 above, the project was analyzed assuming snag density 
does not meet Revised Forest Plan direction.  In accordance with Standard 2302 and 
2306, the project is designed to move toward desired hard snag densities.  The effects of 
this project on cavity associated wildlife is available under the individual species 
discussions in Section 3.3.1 of this EA.  For instance, as identified under the Black-
backed woodpecker, there is a discussion of current ongoing Forest monitoring for this 
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species and an analysis of the relationship of this monitoring to project specific 
conditions.   

NEC 9.  See response to NEC 8. 

NEC 10.  Analysis of the effects of this project did not require an estimate of snag 
numbers by structural stage.  The project is in compliance with Revised Forest Plan 
standards that require snags and retention of green trees for snag replacements across 
each watershed.  Also see response to NEC 8 above. 

NEC 11.  The determination of environmental impacts in the environmental impact 
statement associated with the Revised Forest Plan is beyond the scope of this project 
level analysis.  See NEC 8 above.   

NEC 12.   See response to NEC 10 above.  Five green trees of various sizes would be well 
distributed across each watershed.  This would be in compliance with Revised Forest 
Plan direction.   

NEC 13.  Retention of dense forested stands within the project area, in addition to snag 
and green tree retention standards, is expected to maintain adequate habitat for species 
that rely on dead trees and would meet Revised Forest Plan direction.  The effect of 
Revised Forest Plan goals and objectives is analyzed in the Revised Forest Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, and beyond the scope of this project level analysis. 

NEC 14.  The amount of spruce in the project area is a pre-existing condition and not an 
effect of this project.  The Phase I Amendment precludes vegetation management in 
spruce stands.  All existing habitat would be maintained.  Spruce restoration is not an 
identified purpose and need for the project. 

NEC 15.  The EA does not identify that logging would result in drastically reduced snag 
densities.   Snags would be retained during logging activities unless they present a 
safety hazard.  This project mitigation (Section 2.1.5 of this EA) would minimize the 
impact of the project vegetation management activities on snag distribution and density. 

NEC 16.   As discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the EA, the project contains 197 acres of late 
succession habitat.  This is a pre-existing condition and not an effect of this project.  No 
vegetative management is proposed in any of the late succession stands.  All existing 
late succession stands would be maintained and this project would have no effect on late 
succession or old growth habitat.  The cumulative impact discussion for snags 
recognizes the effect of previous management on snags.  

NEC 17.  Habitat effectiveness for big game is discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the EA for  
Rocky Mountain Elk and White-tailed Deer.  As these discussions indicate, both action 
alternatives meet Revised Forest Plan direction for big game habitat effectiveness and 
are an improvement over existing conditions. 

NEC 18.  It is possible to create snags by killing live trees.  But, as indicated under NEC 
13 above, retention of dense forested stands within the project area, in addition to snag 
and green tree retention standards, is expected to maintain adequate habitat for species 
that rely on dead trees.  This is also in compliance with Revised Forest Plan direction for 
snag habitat.    
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NEC 19.  The EA analysis uses inventory data from project area reconnaissance, District 
wildlife observation databases, Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory transects, and 
information from the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks.  As the EA 
states, it is reasonable to expect that there may be suitable habitat for the flammulated 
owl in the project area, but no flammulated owls have been noted in the project area.   
Since the project would not affect existing late succession habitat and includes 
mitigation to create snags and protect existing snags, no additional mitigation was 
deemed necessary. 

NEC 20.   Ongoing Forest monitoring is addressed in the Black Hills National Forest 
2002 Monitoring and Five-Year Evaluation Report.  This report focuses on whether or 
not the Forest is meeting or moving toward established objectives set forth in the 1997 
Land and Resource Management Plan.     
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RESPONSE TO LAWRENCE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

LCC 1.  A comparison of the various alternatives and their response to the issues, 
including insects, hazardous fuels, timber harvest, road closures and big game habitat is 
available in Section 2.4 of the EA.  A discussion of the project’s response to sustaining 
future timber yield and vegetative diversity is available in Section 3.1.1 of the EA. 

LCC 2.  As discussed in Section 3.1.1 of the EA, both action alternatives would reduce 
the acres of medium or high risk of insect infestation, and achieve the purpose and need 
to reduce susceptibility to insects and disease.  As the discussion indicates, numerous 
areas are not proposed for treatment because of a multitude of resource concerns, 
including cultural, botanical, topography, and wildlife. 

LCC 3.  After trees are cut and yarded (as applicable), the stands would be reviewed for 
post-cutting fuels treatments.  Prescribed burning would not occur if it is not necessary 
to reduce fuel hazard or promote the site for natural regeneration.  Whole-tree yarding 
may reduce the need for burning.  Prescribed burn mortality limits on suitable ground 
are 10% or less of merchantable timber.  If parameters are not available to meet this 
requirement, the treatment would be dropped from all or a portion of the unit. 

Much of the area contained in location 082005 contains suppressed POL with significant 
snow bend and storm damage.  Industry has expressed little desire to purchase and 
remove this material due to lack of a market.  Existing fuel conditions consist of older 
scattered slash and a thick pine litter layer with an occasional common juniper shrub, 
indicating fire exclusion.  Reintroduction of fire in ponderosa pine stands is anticipated 
to maintain and improve the health of the ecosystem.  A detailed site-specific burn 
prescription would be included in the project burn plan to minimize mortality to 
overstory trees with a low-intensity underburn.   

LCC 4.  Similar to the discussion in LCC 2 above, resource constraints precluded 
treatment of numerous areas, including potential fuelbreaks and/or thinning projects.    

LCC 5.  As discussed in Section 1.2 of this EA, the original 1999 Research-Rochford 
project was withdrawn because of an appeal of the Revised Forest Plan related to species 
viability issues.  Subsequently, the Phase I Amendment was prepared to address the 
appeal points.  Although the current Research-Rochford EA is independent of the 1999 
decision, it stands to reason that the application of the constraints of the Phase I 
Amendment would result in less timber volume than available prior to the amendment.  
The stands are being managed as required by the Revised Forest Plan, which not only 
contains volume objectives, but numerous goals and objectives related to the 
management of other resources. 

LLC 6.  The large cutting unit in Section 8, T. 2 N., R. 4 E., is a products-other-than-
logs/precommercial thinning (POL/PCT) prescription.  There is a smaller commercial 
thin/POL/PCT unit to the south of this unit in Section 17.  Neither of the units are west 
of Minnesota Gulch.  It is not clear from the comment where the access is deemed 
inadequate.  The access to the POL/PCT unit in Section 8 is via NFSR 204.1.G and 
204.1D.  The access to the cutting unit primarily located in Section 17 is via NFSR 203.5 
and unclassified roads north of the unit. 
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LLC 7.  See Response to LLC 5 above.  Appendix H-3 in the Forest Plan displays the 
Timber Management Zone for stocking manipulation.  The graph indicates that no 
timber management regimes require more than 60% average maximum density, or 650 
trees per acre at 5.5" quadratic mean diameter.  Since trees grow, it is required that the 
number of trees be reduced so the size may increase and still stay within the 
management zone. 

A double precommercial entry may be desirable in terms of timber productivity, but 
experience has not shown this practice to be practical in terms of entry cycles or funding 
availability. 

LCC 8.  The prescription for unit 0824030091 is to treat trees less than 9” DBH to 
promote further growth in the unit.  There probably are commercially harvestable trees 
in the unit. 

LCC 9.  See response to LLC 5 above.  Although we are not sure which specific draws 
the comment refers to, many of the wetter areas located in drainages contain high-
probability sensitive plant habitat. 

LCC 10.  The road closure scenario was developed following completion of a roads 
analysis for the area.  Under any of the alternatives, sufficient access would remain to 
support fire access and multiple use of the area.  Approximately 26.9 miles of the 30.6 
miles of roads proposed to be decommissioned are unclassified roads that were not built 
or sanctioned by the Forest Service, and have not been maintained by the Forest Service.  
It is important to note that under the no action alternative approximately 114.5 miles of 
road would be open year-long.  Under either of the action alternatives, 93.0 and 80.1 
would still remain open to year-round use. 

LCC 11.  Much of the resource inventory and survey for the Research-Rochford project 
was completed prior to the 1999 EA and decision.  The withdrawal of the 1999 decision 
resulted in modification of the project to meet Phase I amendment direction.  Although 
the IDT recognized there were opportunities to expand the Research-Rochford project 
into new areas, very few areas could be added because of limited inventory.  In addition, 
projects other than Research-Rochford occupied the time of inventory personnel and 
new inventory could not be completed.  The decision was made to proceed with a 
smaller project and not postpone the Research-Rochford project for several years to 
allow new inventory to be completed. 



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 20 -  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 1



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 21 -  

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 2  

 

 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 4



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 22 -  

 

 

 

            
                 P&T 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 5 

 

 

 

 

                      

            
                 P&T 6 

 

 

 

 

           

                 P&T 7 



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 23 -  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 7



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 24 -  

 

 

                 P&T 7  

                      

 

                 P&T 8 

 

                      

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 25 -  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T  10



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 26 -  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 P&T 11



RESEARCH-ROCHFORD PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2004) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
 - 27 -  

RESPONSE TO POPE AND TALBOT, INC. 

P&T 1.  See LCC 1. 

P&T 2.  See LCC 2. 

P&T 3.  See LCC 3. 

P&T 4.  See LCC4. 

P&T 5.  See LCC 5. 

P&T 6.  See LCC 6. 

P&T 7.  See LCC 7. 

P&T 8.  See LCC8. 

P&T 9.  See LCC 9. 

P&T 10.  See LCC 10. 

P&T 11.  See LCC 11. 
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RESPONSE TO BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 

BCA 1.   The alternatives considered in the EA are identified in Sections 2.1 and 2.3 of 
the EA and are based on IDT input and public comment received during scoping.  The 
alternative emphasizing the removal of smaller trees is discussed in Section 2.3 of the 
EA.  The “small tree only” harvest alternative would not follow the direction of the 
Revised Forest Plan.  As explained in Section 1.5 of the EA, Forest wide Objective 303 to 
offer 838 MMBF of sawtimber and 21MMCF of roundwood has not been met for the 
current decade.   Stands proposed for harvest are in Management Area 5.1 and are 
anticipated to help the Forest meet this objective.  As the narrative further indicates, 
several stands in the project area require treatment to meet future timber needs 
identified in Objective 303.  The purpose and need identified for the project includes 
producing timber and sustaining future timber yield. 

Alternative C was developed to provide a better balance of structural stage diversity 
than Alternative B, and results in less treatment in both 3C and 4C stands.  In addition, 
the no action alternative would involve no treatment in any stands, including 4C and 4B.  
Both of these alternatives address the commentator’s concern to eliminate and/or 
reduce treatment involving large trees.  As the commentator points out, the no action 
alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the project and would not produce 
timber products or sustain future timber yield. 

BCA 2.  The project would not involve treatment in any late successional stands.  
Designated late-successional areas would be left untreated and are expected to provide 
future late-successional areas as identified in the Revised Forest Plan.  The effects of the 
project on late succession habitat are discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the EA.  As the 
discussion indicates, thinning and fuels treatments are anticipated to increase the 
growth of trees and decrease the likelihood that stands would be lost because of insects 
or wildfire.  The late succession cumulative effects discussion acknowledges the effects 
of previous management on late succession.   

BCA 3.  Population data that is currently available for sensitive species and management 
indicator species is available in the BHNF monitoring and five-year evaluation report.   
Discussions of marten, goshawk, and black-backed woodpecker are available on pages 
57, 58, and 55, respectively, of that document.  The effects analysis for these species 
utilized this information. 

BCA 4. See NEC 4.  As discussed at the beginning of Chapter 3, the cumulative effects 
area for most resources, including the goshawk analysis, is the project area as depicted 
in Figure 8 in the EA.  No known goshawk vandalism has occurred in this area.  In 
addition, there have been no large, stand-replacing wildfires in the cumulative effects 
analysis area in recent decades. 

BCA 5.  Effects on northern leopard frog and Black Hills redbelly snake are discussed in 
Section 3.3.1 of the EA.  Proposed treatments and/or new road construction under 
alternative B would not result in adding barriers between wetlands and known or 
suspected redbelly snake hibernacula.  The project complies with Forest Plan Standard 
3116. 

BCA 6.  This section of the EA has been revised to reflect the effects and mitigation 
associated with the snail colony in the project area.   
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BCA 7.  Each analyzed management indicator species includes a summary discussion of 
population viability and trend based on available information.  Please refer to the 
wildlife BE and specialist report for additional information.  Additional analysis has 
been incorporated into the discussion of the brown creeper based on Anderson and 
Crompton (2002).       

BCA 8.  Additional analysis and data contained in the project record (Wildlife BE and 
Specialist Report) is included in the final EA discussion for the mountain sucker.  The 
scientific basis for the finding that mountain sucker are resilient to disturbance of their 
habitat is found on page 26 and 28 of Isaak et al. (2003).  The South Dakota Department 
of Game, Fish and Parks (SDGFP) report referenced by the commentator is a draft 
planning document that to our knowledge has not been finalized.  The information in 
the SDGFP document is derived from the same data that exists in the BHNF Geographic 
Information System and the SDGFP Annual Stream Survey reports.  Both of these 
sources were used to analyze project effects to fisheries. 

BCA 9.  Sensitive plant inventories were completed in high-probability habitat.  As 
indicated in the sensitive plant discussion in the EA, no populations of sensitive plants 
are known to exist in any proposed treatment areas and all high-probability sensitive 
plant habitat would be avoided under both action alternatives.  The assessment of effects 
and conclusions concerning species viability are based on EA effects analysis, the 
application of BMPs and WCPs, and the avoidance of known populations of sensitive 
plants and high-probability sensitive plant habitat. 

BCA 10.  See NEC 12.   

BCA 11.  Safety-hazard snags are not “logged”.  They are only cut if they present a safety 
hazard to forest users.  As a dead tree, they have no commercial value.  All snags are 
retained unless they represent a safety hazard.  This measure combined with green tree 
retention standards would meet Revised Forest Plan direction for snags. 

BCA 12.  The South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
(SDDENR) is responsible for administering the Clean Water Act in South Dakota.  The 
2002 South Dakota 305(b) Water Quality Assessment indicates that existing water 
quality violations are under the threshold required to list a waterbody as impaired.  The 
effects analysis for soils and water did not identify that the project would violate 
standards associated with the Clean Water Act, and in fact would improve sediment and 
streamflow conditions through road decommissioning and road closure. 

BCA 13.  The downslope resource referred to in Section 3.4 of the EA consists of a small 
intermittent stream channel and associated riparian area.  This stream is located about 
700 feet from proposed road 205.  The possible slumping that is described would consist 
of approximately a cubic yard or two of rocky material falling out of the cutslope and 
onto the road surface.  Movement would end once the material landed on the road 
surface, and would not reach the stream downslope.  South Dakota BMPs recommend 
that “roads should be located a safe distance from streams”.  In this case, 700 feet is 
considered to be a safe distance.  Sample calculations using the buffer equation in 
Appendix J of the BHNF 1996 Land and Resource Management Plan indicate that buffer 
distances of 125 feet or greater will prevent material from reaching the stream. 
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BCA 14.  Disconnecting sediment sources (such as roads) from streams is a well-
established way of reducing sediment input to streams (WCPs, chapter 10, design 
criteria).  Since water quality in the analysis area already meets state standards, 
decommissioning of roads is intended to improve water quality even further and reduce 
the risk of future water quality impacts.  Roads can be disconnected through 
revegetation, construction of waterbars, rolling dips, etc. 

BCA 15.  BMP effectiveness has been demonstrated through monitoring as noted by 
Macy (1997) and the U.S. Forest Service (2004b). 

BCA 16.  As indicated in Section 3.4.3 of the EA, none of the alternatives would result in 
total soil disturbance exceeding 15% of the project area. 

BCA 17.  Water quality standards are being met in this area, even with existing ORV 
impacts.  Monitoring of conditions, and subsequent management actions, would ensure 
that those standards would continue to be met.  

BCA 18.  Road construction for silvicultural activities is exempt from this permitting 
requirement (SDDENR, 2003). 

Citation: South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources (SDDENR). 
2003. South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources Water 
Quality Investigation of the United States Forest Service’s Mercedes Timber Sale. 
Pierre, SD: SDDENR. 

BCA 19.  As indicated in Section 3.11 of the EA, the economic effects analysis for this 
project was conducted using Quicksilver, a Forest Service economic analysis program.  
This is primarily an economic efficiency analysis.  This project-specific EA tiers to the 
economic analysis in the Revised Forest Plan Environmental Impact Statement.  That 
document contains further discussion of economic effects of the BHNF timber 
management program. 

BCA 20.  This EA discloses effects to Federally listed threatened and endangered species, 
USFS Region 2 sensitive species, and management indicator species.  The northern flying 
squirrel and meadow jumping mouse are not included within any of these categories. 

BCA 21.   The implementation of a travel management plan for the entire BHNF is 
outside the scope of this document.  The implementation of this project, including road 
closures and decommissioning, would take place during and following completion of 
associated timber sales.  Funding for any part of the project depends on these events.  
Gate vandalism and lack of respect for road closures can certainly present management 
problems.  It requires continual hard work by not only Forest Service employees but also 
Forest users.      
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RESPONSE TO BLACK HILLS FOREST RESOURCE ASSOCIATION 

BHFRA 1.  See LLC 1 and 11. 

BHFRA 2.  Habitat/vegetation structural stage information is available in the Wildlife 
BE and Specialist Report and was utilized in habitat capability and goshawk analyses.        

BHFRA 3.  See LCC 1 and 11. 

BHFRA 4.  See LCC 2. 

BHFRA 5.  See LCC 4. 

BHFRA 6.  See LCC 1.  The management direction for Management Area 5.1 is 
management for wood products, water yield, and forage production, while providing 
other commercial products, visual quality, diversity of wildlife and a variety of other 
goods and services consistent with Revised Forest Plan goals and objectives.  The 
Research-Rochford treatments are within Management Area 5.1 and are designed to 
meet this direction. 

BHFRA 7.  See LCC 5. 

BHFRA 8.  See NEC 5 and 6.  The Revised Forest Plan as amended by Phase I, 
establishes the minimum green tree retention direction.  More trees would be left to 
allow for greater latitude in distribution.  For instance, from a wildlife perspective, 
clumping of trees is preferred as compared to single trees.  Additionally, retention of 
five trees per acre facilitates on-the-ground timber marking and eliminates the need to 
take aspect into account.  The difference in volume between the 1999 EA/Decision and 
the current EA is attributable to several factors, as explained in LCC 11. 

BHFRA 9.  See above response.   

BHFRA 10.  See BCA 9.   

BHFRA 11.  This has been clarified in the EA.  The steep slopes discussion refers to areas 
not treated because of road construction concerns associated with steep slopes. 

BHFRA 12.  See LCC 7. 

BHFRA 13.  See LCC 10 and BCA 21.   

BHFRA 14.  The mitigation measure indicating operations in portions of certain units 
should be restricted during wet conditions applies to Citadel soils on 10% to 30% slopes 
and Virkula and Pactola-Virkula-Rock Outcrop soils.  These soils are prone to 
compaction and rutting when wet.  The sale administrator would determine under what 
conditions the mitigation would be applied. 

The mitigation to reduce or eliminate soil color contrast from skidding only applies to 
areas of high and medium scenic integrity adjacent to primary travel corridors.  The EA 
has been modified to reflect this change.  Implementation of this mitigation would be by 
the sale administrator.  

Visual tree marking adjacent to roads is designed to maintain scenic integrity objectives 
and often requires extra effort by operators to maintain safe working conditions. 

 


